To select risk responses matching the desired profile, we designed and ran a survey with ITPMs and IT project management academic experts (Table A1 ). The survey presented the respondents with the specific risk responses (SRRs) from Table 1 and asked them to rate each SRR on the three profile dimensions on a scale of low, medium, and high.
Appendix A Phase 1: Risk Response Selection Instrument and Results
To select risk responses matching the desired profile, we designed and ran a survey with ITPMs and IT project management academic experts (Table A1 ). The survey presented the respondents with the specific risk responses (SRRs) from Table 1 and asked them to rate each SRR on the three profile dimensions on a scale of low, medium, and high.
For each SRR, the percentages of the responses that matched the desired value of each dimension of the profile were calculated. For example, for the first SRR (having user representatives), 71% of the ratings matched the ideal profile of low or medium frequency of practice. Then, the Euclidean distance of each risk response from the ideal profile (representing how well the risk response matches the entire profile) was calculated using the formula A one-sample t-test was used to verify whether the calculated distance for each SRR was different from the mean distance of all SRRs. Table  A2 presents the results. The mean Euclidean distance from the ideal profile was 0.321 (SD = 0.631) over 19 SRRs. For each risk response category, the SRR with the minimum Euclidean distance was selected for further examination (formatted as bold in the table). As the p-values indicate, the distance for each selected SRR was significantly different from the mean distance over all SRRs. 
Instructions
We are interested in three aspects of IT project management activities. These aspects are: 1: Importance for Managing Risk: How important is doing the activity for responding to the risks in IT projects?
2: Extent of Control:
To what extent doing the activity is under the control of a typical IT project manager? 3: Frequency Practiced: How common is doing the activity in the IT projects you have seen so far? Please think of IT development/implementation projects you have seen in the past. Then, rate each of the IT project management activities listed below along the three mentioned aspects. • Making users responsible to do a part of the project.
Project

L -M -H L -M -H L -M -H • Having end-user representatives as project team members. L -M -H L -M -H L -M -H
• Getting users' formal approval on the work done.
L -M -H L -M -H L -M -H
• Staffing project team with appropriate expertise.
• Putting every effort to reduce team member turnover.
• Appreciating team members' work in a tangible way during the project.
• Putting every effort to coordinate project team members' work.
L -M -H L -M -H L -M -H • Keeping project members informed about major decisions. L -M -H L -M -H L -M -H
• Drawing up a formal agreement of work to be done.
L -M -H L -M -H L -M -H
• Scope freeze (no longer accepting changes in the features and functionalities).
L -M -H L -M -H L -M -H • Incremental development. L -M -H L -M -H L -M -H
• Prototyping.
L -M -H L -M -H L -M -H
• Comprehensive testing before going live.
• Pilot testing.
• Using tools such as PERT or CPM to closely follow the project's status.
• Paying special attention to project planning.
• Allocating significant resources to estimate project times and budgets.
• Following an appropriate project management methodology.
• Getting top management support of the project. 
Appendix B Phase 2: Belief Elicitation Instrument and Detailed Results
This study considers the EDE and ESE dimensions of ORRA, PP, and PC to have underlying belief composites. As the beliefs pertain to the specific risk responses (SRRs) studied, they were created using a belief elicitation procedure (Fishbein and Ajzen 2010) , using a semi-structured interview guide. Data analysis intended to identify the modal salient attitudinal, pressure, and control beliefs of ITPMs. While salient beliefs are held by one person, modal salient beliefs are shared by different people, here by at least 20% of the respondents (see Fishbein and Ajzen 2010, p. 103) . Responses were analyzed via open, axial, and selective coding (Strauss and Corbin 1990) in NVivo 10. 
Expected Desired Effects
PM03 if you establish a good relationship with that person, or them if there is more than one, usually they can talk to the sponsor before you present the sponsor….So they can do internal damage control on their side before we announce either a bad news or a good news about something that the sponsor needs to approve.
Preparing end-users for good or bad news PM05 if the feeling of the person is that...they will not use the system, they will block, they can badmouth the project.
[Having user reps is] giving direction in term of what needs to be done to make sure we are minimizing the impact on users, by doing the right change management activities, etc.
Preventing end-users from not using, blocking, and bad mouthing the system PM01 it's some sort of feeling that we are wasting time, that probably they insist on doing something groundless that probably will not be useful in the future. 
Appendix C Phases 3: Survey Instrument Development and Validation Details
A survey instrument was created, validated, and tested for each specific SRR.
Item Development: The reflective measures of EDE, ESE, ORRA, PP, PC, and RRD were adapted from a standard TPB questionnaire (Fishbein and Ajzen 2010) . The items were worded to capture the ITPMs' own beliefs and to follow the TPB's principle of compatibility (i.e., correspond to a specific action, target of action, context, and time). For PRE, reflective items were adapted from the literature (e.g., MacCrimmon and Wehrung 1990 and Keil et al. 2000) . The belief composites for EDE, ESE, PP, and PC, and the formative items for the P and L dimensions of PRE were developed through the procedure explained in Phase 2 (Appendix B). Control variables include risk propensity (adapted from Keil et al. 2000; MacCrimmon and Wehrung 1990) ; experience (a formative index of age, number of years of experience as ITPM, number of projects managed, and project management certification); project size (a formative index of project budget, project duration, the number of team members, and the number of users); and project management approach (agile versus waterfall versus proprietary).
Construct Validation:
Three experts (an ITPM and two IT Ph.D. candidates) commented on the face and content validity aspects of the items, and a few adjustments to the items' wording were made. Three rounds of card sorting for the reflective measures were conducted to ensure item clarity and to perform a preliminary examination of convergent and discriminant validity (Moore and Benbasat 1991) . Twelve judges (IT Ph.D. students) participated. The non-agreed-upon items were discussed until an acceptable interrater agreement was achieved (Kappa = 0.848 > 0.65, Moore and Benbasat 1991).
Minimizing Non-response Bias: To minimize non-response bias, several strategies were adopted (Sivo et al. 2006) . Efforts were made to make the survey respondent-friendly by making it readable, convenient to answer, and short. A financial incentive was provided by the firm hired for online data collection. Respondents were offered personal feedback on "some aspects of their project management profile" upon survey completion. The required sample size for the main test was estimated and targeted using two approaches. First, the busiest instantiated construct had 7 composite items and 3 reflective ones, totaling 10 items. The rule of thumb of 10 times the number of items in the most crowded construct (Gefen et al. 2000) suggested N > 100. Second, a desired minimum statistical power of 80% (Goodhue et al. 2012 ) with a confidence interval of 95% and a medium effect size suggested N > 107 (Cohen 1992) . Accordingly, a sample of N > 107 useful responses for each SRR was then targeted, and a sample of N > 111 per risk response was achieved in data collection.
Minimizing Common-Method Bias: Because both dependent and independent variables were measured with the same instrument, several procedural remedies were implemented to minimize common method bias (Podsakoff et al. 2003; Sharma et al. 2009 ). The survey's introduction motivated respondents to respond accurately. Further statistical tests and remedies were enabled by adding a marker variable that measured intuitive decision making in management (adapted and reduced from Pretz et al. 2014) . Also, the effort required to think about the predictor and criterion variables at the same time was increased by putting the marker variable and some demographics questions between them.
Minimizing Undesired Behaviors: Because online panelists might exhibit undesirable response behaviors such as faking their identity, disengaging from questions, speeding, and straight-lining (Gittelman and Trimarchi 2012; Rogers and Richarme 2009) , several cross-checks were programmed in the survey. These included basic IT project management knowledge questions, attention verification questions, an enforced minimum survey completion speed, and flagging straight-liners. The cross-checks were tested and adjusted several times to ensure their reliability.
Pretest:
One ITPM and two experts (a faculty member and a Ph.D. candidate) completed the survey in the presence of the first author and commented on its clarity and form. Using their feedback, the appearance and flow of the web survey were improved.
Pilot Test: A pilot study was conducted to assess the psychometric properties of the constructs (N > 50 per SRR, total N = 152). The same data collection company and panel of IT managers as in the main text were used. Using a unique panelist ID provided by the data collection company ensured that the same respondents would not take part in the main survey. First, the reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity of the reflective measures were examined. The items with less than desirable psychometric properties were dropped, keeping at least three items per construct. Second, the multicollinearity of the composite items was verified. The VIF statistics were above the threshold of 3.3 (Petter et al. 2007 ) for five items, two of which were slightly above the threshold of 10 (Hair et al. 2009 ). After a closer examination, these items were kept because they were not tapping into the same aspect of the constructs (Petter et al. 2007 ). Third, the correlations of the belief composites with their reflective counterparts were verified. For the 15 relevant construct instances (5 MIMIC constructs for each of 3 SRRs), the average correlation was 0.649, which is above the observed average value of 0.5 (Fishbein and Ajzen 2010) .
Reflective Measures for All SRRs
Unless otherwise stated, all items were measured using a 7-point Likert scale (1= Strongly Disagree: 7 = Strongly Agree). • the project would become very risky.
RRD -Risk
• some significant undesired events would be very likely. • essential for mitigating some significant risks in THIS PROJECT.
ORRA -Overall Attitude towards Risk Response
• important for reducing the risk exposure of THIS PROJECT.
• vital for risk mitigation in THIS PROJECT.
• useful for preventing significant undesired events in THIS PROJECT.
ESE -Expected Side Effects
Overall, [enacting this risk response] will...
• create a lot of side effects in THIS PROJECT.
• impose significant costs on THIS PROJECT.
• introduce new risks to THIS PROJECT.
• increase the risk exposure of THIS PROJECT.
PP -Perceived Pressure
In the context of THIS PROJECT, overall...
• most people and entities who are important to me (strongly discourage: strongly encourage) [enacting this risk response].
• I am (strongly advised to avoid: strongly advised to) [enacting this risk response].
• People or entities that influence my way of managing projects (strongly expect NOT to: strongly expect to) [enacting this risk response].
PC -Perceived Control
In the context of THIS PROJECT ...
• • preventing end-user resistance • preventing delivering a system with the wrong functionalities • preventing producing a not-user-friendly system interface • preventing project team wasting time deciding about system functionalities • preventing failure in communicating with the end-users' community • preventing forgetting to address some user requirements • the ability to foresee the details required for planning ahead • a proper project scope definition • access to people-who will be involved in the project-to get their input • access to people required to answer questions about project (e.g., technical people, client)
ESE -Expected Side Effects
• access to easy-to-use tools for planning • upper management's explicit support of dedicating much effort to planning • some time slack to spend on project planning
Control Variables for All SRRs
Risk Propensity (Reflective) (5-point scale)
• How would you rate your own willingness to take risks when managing IT projects compared to other individuals? (Much Less Willing/ Much More Willing) • I believe that I am a risk-taker when managing IT projects. (Strongly Disagree/Strongly Agree) • To me, IT project managers' taking risks when managing IT projects is (Very Bad/Very Good)
Project Size
What is the approximate budget of THIS PROJECT?
• Less than $100,000
• $1,000,000 to $10,000,0000 • $100,000 to $1,000,000
• $10,000,000 or more Data Collection: A data collection company-Empanel Online-with a panel of over 30,000 North American IT managers, with high variance of industries and experience was hired to distribute the survey widely. A total of 20,000 panelists were invited to complete the survey. The targeted demographics were verified with screening questions, after which respondents were randomly assigned to one of the three SRRs. The survey link was inactivated after reaching the response quota of N > 107 per SRR, but those who already had started the survey were allowed to finish it which led to 112, 116, and 121 complete responses (N > 111) respectively for the three SRRs. Out of the 20,000 invited panelists, 3,567 entered the survey. After the initial screening questions, 573 respondents started the main questionnaire. Of these, 349 completed the task (185 of the 573 missed an attention verification question, 31 were identified as speeders or straight-liners, and 8 voluntarily abandoned). This represents an incidence rate (i.e., survey completed/started) of 9.8% (= 349/3,567).
Non-response Bias: Non-response bias was examined by comparing early and late responses (Sivo et al. 2006) . Mean difference tests of the principal constructs suggested no significant difference between these two groups; therefore, non-response bias was not a viable threat. A Shapiro-Wilk test of data normality for the reflective items suggested a non-normal distribution (p = 0.000). While no skewness value was found to be higher than the threshold of 2 (Ghiselli et al. 1981) , for some of the items kurtosis was above 2, up to 5.1 for one PC item. Since the kurtosis was still below 7, the data was deemed moderately normal (Curran et al. 1996) . For descriptive and survey statistics, see Table  C1 .
Common Method Bias:
The influence of this bias was tested. First, a Harman's single factor test was performed using principal component analysis with no rotation (Podsakoff and Organ 1986) . The variance explained by the first factor was respectively 35.5%, 23.4%, and 31.0% for the SRRs. Thus, the first component does not "account for the majority of the covariance among the measures" (Podsakoff et al. 2003, p. 889) . Moreover, when significant common method variance is present, "a single factor will emerge from the factor analysis" (Podsakoff et al. 2003, p. 889) ; however, the second component for each SRR also explains a considerable portion of variance in the data (10.7%, 17.9%, and 13.7% respectively). Second, the highest correlation between constructs was 0.758 (between ORRA and its EDE dimension for SRR1), which is below the threshold of 0.9 (Pavlou and El Sawy 2006) . Third, using marker variable items, the procedure suggested by Rönkkö and Ylitalo (2011) -which adapts the procedure of Lindell and Whitney (2001) to PLS-was implemented. Initially, the mean correlation of the measured marker variable items with all other items in the model was examined. This correlation was respectively 0.003, 0.105, and 0.174 for the three SRRs, which is above 0.05 (Rönkkö and Ylitalo 2011) for two SRRs. Therefore, the measured marker variable was included as an antecedent to all the model's endogenous constructs (Rönkkö and Ylitalo 2011) . Because this did not change the significance of any path, it was deemed unnecessary to partial out the effect of a marker variable or a method factor (Rönkkö and Ylitalo 2011) . Together, the results of these three approaches suggest that common method bias does not influence the results. 
